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r Readers: 


These past few months have brought a wave of assaults upon 
the foundational doctrine of the faith, ‘extra ecclesiam nulla salus”’ 
(no salvation outside the Church). Strange to say, all of them have 
emanated from the pens of so-called conservative Catholic 
theologians. oe 

Periodicals, such as the Homiletic and Pastoral Review and 
publications of the Society of Saint Pius X, and newspapers, such 
as the Wanderer, the Remnant, and the National Catholic Register, 
all have thrown aside their mutual bones of contention to zero-in 
on enemy number one, Father Leonard Feeney and Saint Benedict 
Center. 

Some friends of ours have hinted that we should ‘‘make more 
noise.’’ Although our policy has been to act as a quiet ferment 
both in the Americas and abroad, we have found ourselves, our 
defense of the Church’s doctrine, and our revered Founder hotly 
debated wherever there are nuclei of souls truly concerned about 
Our Lord, His Church, and salvation. This is proof sufficient that 
the dogma of faith refuses to die. The Holy Ghost, the Spirit of 
Truth, continues to enkindle this fire of the divine challenge as 
long as there are souls to be sanctified and saved. 

As in past ages, the steel of pure doctrine must be refined in 
the furnace of tribulation. And too, as in past ages, voices of self- 
righteous, more-generous-than-God rationalizers have set them- 
selves up as interpreters of the real meaning of the Scriptures and 
defined ecclesiastical teaching. Early heretics had it from private 
inspiration that the three Persons of the Blessed Trinity did not 
really possess a numerically identical nature. Later, self-established 
‘‘theologians’’ were sure that the Savior Jesus Christ was not really 
God. Then, other false teachers came along who were sure that 
Jesus was not really a man, but rather a divine person inhabiting 
soulless flesh. After this, more and more heretics tried to under- 
mine the one true revelation; some said the Blessed Virgin cannot 
really be the Mother of God; others said the Holy Ghost is not 
really God. After these errors were condemned by the Church, 
Tancred, a pre-Lutheran, twelfth-century Protestant, became the 
first to teach that Christ could not really be present in the Sacra- 
ment of the altar. Then, in the sixteenth century, came Luther and 
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Calvin and Zwingli, and a whole host of destroyers, who were 
obsessed with the idea that the true Church of Christ was not at 
all the visible Roman Catholic Church and that the Mystical Body 
of Christ could not really be identical with the Catholic body. They 
followed the example of the Greek schismatics in rending asunder 
the seamless garment of Church unity and hierarchy by denying 
the universal and apostolic authority of the Pope. 

In the past the devil has had much success in disrupting the 
body of Christendom, but he has never had so much success as 
he has today. Though there are all kinds of heresies rampant in 
the modern Church, the one that is most of a threat, because it 
strikes at the very foundation of the ark of salvation, is the heresy 
regarding the nature of the Church itself and, consequently, the 
necessity for all to belong to it. 

The problem with all of these “‘conservative’’ theologians who 
attack Father Leonard Feeney is that they refuse to believe in the 
Church as Christ instituted it. They insist with one breath that there 
is no salvation outside the Church, and, in the next breath, they 
tell you, ‘‘Of course, one must understand what is the Church” 
So, by changing the definition of the Church to suit their popular 
innovation, they pretend that they can hold both the dogma of salva- 
tion and its actual opposite, which opposite is to them what the 
salvation dogma really means. 

The articles by Father William Most, and by ‘ask me’’ Ques- 
tion Corner specialist, Father John Dietzen, which accompany this 
Res Fidei, are perfect examples of the common deception we are 
fighting—that of sentimental theology. Father Dietzen’s column is 
not carried by “‘conservative’’ papers, but one wonders if his views 


on the point at issue would be unwelcome in any of the fore- 


mentioned publications. 
Nevertheless, we think that their errors, and our rebuttals, 
are well worth your study. 


In Our Lady, 


Brother Michael, M.I.C.M. 
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In Defense of th 


Catholic Theologian 
Father | a 


A Reply to Father William Most’s Article in the 
Wanderer: “A Question of Salvation’’ 


February 9, 1987 
Saint Cyril of Alexandria 


Mr. Alphonse J. Matt, Jr., Editor 
The Wanderer 

201 Ohio Street 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55107 


Dear Mr. Matt: 


Father William Most’s article in a recent issue of the Wanderer 
(February 5, 1987), ‘‘A Question of Salvation,’’ has to be one of 
the most irresponsible attacks on the Church’s true teaching and 
the Catholic theologian, Father Leonard Feeney, that I have ever 
read. And I am mildly surprised that the Wanderer would put such 
distortions in print. 

This seems to be that time of year, again, for all the right- 
wing liberals to take a swing at Father Feeney. Such unwarranted 
and misrepresentative publicity as the Wanderer article exhibited, 
only provides our wounded Savior with another occasion to pro- 
duce good out of evil. As for Father Most, justice compels me 
to say that his theology is more uncharitable and cruel to those 
outside the ark of salvation than that of a hundred Jimmy Swag- 
garts, because he is a priest who, through his sacrament of Orders, 
is obliged to speak only the truth of Our Lord Jesus Christ. In- 
stead, he has denied a defined dogma of the Church which he 
represents. And he has, in effect, told Protestants, Jews and in- 
fidels to stay right where they are. No greater scandal can be con- 
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ceived. For, with the authority of his priesthood, he has planted 
no small obstacle in the path of salvation for God knows how many 
souls. In this regard, I am loath to say who is worse, Father Most 
or Father Curran* I thank God, that with the clarity of the papal 
definitions which I have to guide me, I do not have to make that 
choice. 

The article in the Wanderer rehashes the same points that 
Father Most unfortunately propagated several years ago in a series 
of articles in the National Catholic Register. One would think that, 
by now, he would have corrected his previous errors. 

I have highlighted Father’s main allegations in the following 
fourteen-point recapitulation, to each of which I have appended 
our rebuttal. 

Point 1) There seems to be a clash of teaching between the 
de fide definitions of the past and the more recent papal encyclicals 
and decrees of Vatican II. He then provides extracts from the seem- 
ingly conflicting teachings. | 

Answer: We definitely grant that there seems to be a clash 
between the traditional teaching on the doctrine and the present 
teaching. When such a clash occurs, our divine faith tells us to 
uphold what has been infallibly defined as the final measure. If 
a non-defined teaching of the Church, be it even from a Pope, con- 
flicts with that which has been defined, the lower must be inter- 
preted in light of the higher, not vice versa. Nor can one look for 
some kind of a “solution” depreciatory of the clear meaning of 
that which is de fide, for such papal or conciliar definitions are 
issued to clarify controversy, not to open the door for it. Pope Pius 
TX himself said that we must accept with the assent of faith only 
those non-definitional papal teachings that are drawn from the 
“common and constant agreement (in all ages) of the Catholic 
theologians.” (Denzinger #1683). 

Furthermore, the decrees of the Second Vatican Council, 
despite the fact that they issued from an ecumenical synod, were, | 
with the expressed and explicit insistence of Pope Paul VI, not 
given the note of infallibility. Therefore they must be accepted only 
with that assent of conscience which weighs such teachings in the 

| light of tradition. Father Richard O’Connor, writing in the 
“To ga the comparison here, the reader should first read Father Most’s original 
article. , 
tKarl Rahner, Hans Kung, and Avery Dulles, in their efforts to destroy the dogma 

of papal infallibility, all join in contending that the Church has changed her teaching. 

They are wrong. 
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Homiletic and Pastoral Review, (July, 1981) asserts the same. He 
explained in his article, “How Binding is Vatican II?” that Pope 
John Paul I “never tires of emphasizing when referring to Vatican 
II” that its decrees are “‘to be interpreted in the light of Tradition, 
of other Councils and papal encyclicals; and, where found to be 
in conflict with these, disregarded.” 


Point 2) Based on the encyclical Quanto Conficiamur of Pope 


Pius IX, Father Most concludes that “if one keeps the moral law, 
as he knows it, he will not be lost.” 


Answer: Nowhere in the encyclical Quanto Conficiamur does 
Pope Pius IX ever say that keeping the moral law, as one knows 
it, is sufficient for salvation. If he had said this, he would have 
uttered sheer Pelagianism. Saint Paul is most explicit when he 
writes that we are not saved by works alone. “But that in the law 
no man is justified with God, it is manifest because the just man 
liveth by faith.’ (Gal. 3:11) And again the Apostle says, “Without 
faith it is impossible to please God.” (Heb. 11:6) So clear is this, 
that the Council of Trent merely had to reiterate the Pauline texts 
to uphold the truth about true faith’s absolute requirement for 
justification. Good works are the normal pre-condition for a fruitful 
reception of the gospel, and an incentive for more grace, but they 
do not in themselves merit grace. 

Point 3) Discussing the same encyclical, Father Most deter- 
mines that membership in the Church for those in the above- 
mentioned category is “implied” or “somehow that it is taken care 
of automatically as it were.” | 

Answer: There is no hint in the encyclical cited that such 
a negative thing as inculpable ignorance makes one “a member 
of the Church” by implication or “automatically as it were.” 
Moreover, Father has used an incorrect translation of the Pope’s 
true words. Pius LX wrote that God would not allow a person to 
be “punished with eternal torments who does not have the guilt 
of voluntary fault.’ He used the Latin word suppliciis (“torments’’), 
not poenis (“punishments”). If the Pope had used the word 

“punishments” in the work cited, he would have denied the banish- 
ment the unbaptized children suffer in Limbo, for they are punished 
with loss on account of original sin, yet they have no fault of their 
own. Lastly, as several theologians “in good standing” have pointed 
out in their own ex professo works (Msgr. Joseph Fenton and Father 
Maurice Eminyan, S.J.), the words which the Pope used in this 
encyclical definitely do not imply that the invincibly ignorant can 
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be saved in this state, for it is one of mere deficiency. And the 
initium salutis (the beginning of salvation) is the positive act of 
faith. The most that the Church ever said on the ordinary leve] 
(as distinguished from the ex cathedra level), prior to the Second 
Vatican Council, was that invincible ignorance of divine things 
diminishes culpability* 

Point 4) Father Most states that Pope Pius XII ordered the 
Holy Office to condemn “Leonard Feeney” for his error. (Notice 
that, when he mentions the “‘not so sadly wrong as the Feeneyites” 
Charles Curran, he grants him his imperishable title of Father. 
Was Father Most’s omission of “Leonard Feeney’s” title deliberate? 
If so, is he implying that, after 1953, Father Feeney ceased to be 
a se Such an outrageous affront only tends to focus even more 
attention on the issue itself that elicited such unnatural emotion 
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Answer: Here we have two gigantic ea First of all, if 
as he says, the Pope had ‘ ‘ordered” a oly Office to condemn 
the “error” of Father Feeney, why did a ius not take eqns: 
ity for the action by having such a papal decree published in the 
Acta Apostolicae Sedis, as is required when such issuances are 
intended to be binding upon theologians? (Which action Pius XII 
himself specifies as necessary in his own encyclical Humani 
Generis!) As Father Feeney acutely observed, Rome did not want 
to take official responsibility for this Holy Office letter. Its issuance 
was due to the political pressure exerted by the American hierar- 
chy, whom Rome, during the post-war period, did not want to 
alienate. Father Most should have noticed that the source Den- 
zinger gives for the unfortunate letter is merely the American Eccle- 
stastical Review. 

The second error is a more deliberate misrepre 
knows perfectly well that Father Feeney never tav . 
to “formally” enter the Catholic Church in Hie 

of) hag ] 


entation. He 
an iat one had 
to be saved. If 
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children and simple people, excludes it. 
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taught this. Perhaps there are some baptized Christians (God knows, 
not we) who have rejected heresy and schism and yet have no 
Catholic “parish” to go to—one example comes to mind: the Rus- 
sian apostle of unity, Vladimir Soloviev. Father Feeney always 
taught us that there could be such people who are actually, though 
not from the world’s point of view, in the Church. There are also 
many others who on their deathbeds convert from their errors as 
a result of the extra graces bestowed at the last moments. The: 
number of such are known to God alone. But convert they must, 
for no one can have grace in his soul while formally denying any 
article of the Catholic religion. But it seems to me that the author 
of A Question of Salvation ridicules the more common avenue non- 
Catholics are obliged to tread; that is, precisely, to get themselves 
into a Catholic parish. For once they are so “registered” es then 
can partake of the other sacraments, which are necessar yt salva- 
tion by precept. Or does he hoid that such gifts from G sod s the 

Holy Eucharist, Confirmation, and Penance are dispensable for 
the inconminced? 

Point 5) He maintains that the te aching of Vatican I on in- 
vincible ignorance is the same as the t teaching of Popes Pius IX 
and Pius XI. And that the ‘“Feeneyites” reject these teachings. 

Answer: Father Most is incorrect again, factually and ac- 
cusationally. The quotation that he provides is not part of Vatican 
II’s Constitution on the Church. Nor is it part of the footnote from 
which, I assume, he thought he was extracting it. I am truly 
perplexed as to the exact source of his transcription. In the of 
ficial footnote (#59) of the section (16) he refers to, the letter con- 
cerning Father Feeney is appended, but minus the phrase he in- 
cludes which treats of “implicit” desire’s acceptability before God. 
Abbot Jerome Theisen, O.S.B., in his book, The Ultimate ‘Church 
and the Promise of Salvation, comments on this deletion in th 
text: “The suppression of the votum implicitum is Spb y due 
to disenchantment with the term, especially since it was used in 
discriminately to describe the situation of both separated Chris- 

ians and the “unevangelized” in their diver I > t 
Roman Catholic Church.” Furthermore, this “footnote” did not 
appear in the Relationes—the reports w shich accompanied 
ficial schemata. Evidently, it was added later by a one _Is 
Most going to bind our consciences to a footnote that 1 
part of the actual Constitution—a footnote that does not even con- 
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tain the objectionable phrase which he dishonestly pretends 
emanated from the Council?* 

Point 6) He accuses us of “the worst possible error;”’ in- 
deed, we are “worse than’”’ Father Curran; we “‘paint God as a 
monster, who damns millions without their own fault;”’ and that 
such a God as we have painted ‘‘could not exist at all”’ These are 
interesting observations to say the least. One would have to say 
even a wee bit emotionally charged. 

Answer: No, we do not “‘paint God as a monster.’ Nor do 
we go so far as some of the Doctors and Fathers of the Church 
in saying that God “damns”’ millions without their own fault. We 
phrase the truth which the Church and her saints teach, in the most 
palatable language possible, without diminution of dogma: We say 
that God “‘punishes” millions despite no fault of their own by send- 
ing them to Limbo—a place of natural happiness, but of unful- 
filled destiny. And woe to us if our theology helps to populate 
hell instead of heaven! The hell of fire is reserved for those—the 
vast majority of mankind, say all the saints—who die outside the 
Church through their own fault and our lack of zeal in not preaching 
to them. If this is the ““worst possible error,’ then we have no one 


to blame for our belief but the Author of Scripture Himself, the 


infallible Church teaching, and the unanimous and constant inter- 
pretation of the salvation dogma as the Fathers and Doctors have 
transmitted it to us. 

Moreover, collateral with our defense of the salvation dogma 
is our defense of the damnation dogma. The essence of hell, Father 
Feeney used to say repeatedly, is the loss of the Beatific Vision. 
The fires are the accidental part of hell. Without getting into a 
speculative treatise as to the manner in which such a fire can tor- 
ment a soul (or, after the resurrection, the full man) without con- 
suming him, it is enough to say this: There are as many degrees 
to hell as there are people in it. For some, the fire may be only 
ligative, that is confining, placing the condemned person in a prison 
as it were. Some, who have rejected grace after attaining the use 
of reason, but who have not lived long enough to commit serious 
sins against the objective moral law implanted in their hearts, may 


*We are indebted to the scholarly research of Brother Thomas Mary Sennott, whose 
unpublished manuscript, The Father Feeney Case, contains this revealing information. 
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not be physically tormented at all by the fire although they are 
still in it. In other words, God’s mercy as well as His justice will 
be manifest in both realms. No one will be punished beyond his 
deserts. Rather, the tempering of divine justice by divine mercy 
will render the affliction of the damned to be less than they deserve, 
for having freely rejected so great a gift. And no one is in the 
hell of fire who has persevered in his cooperation with God’s ac- 
tual graces. For such a one must necessarily “come to the 
knowledge of the truth” if actual grace is what the Church has 
always understood it to be. (Check Father Peronne’s classic defini- 
tion of actual grace in Pohle-Preuss, Grace, p. 18.) 

As for our being “worse than Father Curran,’ the very ac- 
cusation sufficiently reflects whence Father Most is coming. 

Point 7) We are accused of holding that God will damn peo- 
ple of “good faith’? (whatever that means) “in spite of their keep- 
ing the moral law.’ 

Answer: According to the liberals’ definition of “good faith,” 
Saint Paul qualified for the distinction even while he was 
persecuting the Church, for, as Saul of Tarsus, he did indeed keep 
the moral law very zealously. So did those Jews qualify who 
crucified their Savior, for Jesus said, “‘they know not what they 
do.” Therefore, according to the apostles of “‘good faith” theology, 
if one does evil on account of ignorance, it is docketed for him 
as a plus, since he thought he was “doing God a service.” (John 
16:2) Nonsense! Saint Bernard wrote a treatise to condemn this 
very error which was first propagated by Peter Abelard. The Pope 
at that time, Innocent II, stood behind the saint by ratifying the 
condemnation of Abelard’s view which was declared by the Council 
of Soissons in 1140. Condemned was the heretical teaching which 
held ‘‘that they have not sinned who being ignorant have crucified 
Christ, and that whatever is done through ignorance must not be 
considered as sin.” Again we have instruction concerning this from 
the Book of Proverbs: ““There is a way that seemeth just to a man 
but the ends thereof lead to death.” (14:12) It must be held therefore, 
that “‘good faith” or sincerity can mitigate culpability in rejecting 
or persecuting the truth, but it does not extinguish it. To maintain 
that it does is to deny the whole economy of grace. Does Father 
Most not believe that God “‘enlighteneth every man that cometh 
into this world?” (John 1:9) And that God “‘will have all men to 
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be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth,’ (1 Tim. 2:4) 
Point 8) We will be judged harshly because we have (in our 
‘good faith’) made God “very harsh” and have “contradicted the 

Church.” 

Answer: We have not made God “very harsh.” We take God 

on His word. Our Lord said, ‘‘wide is the gate, and broad is the 
way that leadeth to destruction, and many there are who go in 
thereat. How narrow is the gate, and straight is the way that leadeth 
to life, and few there are that find it.” (Matt. 7:14) Eternal life 
in the Beatific Vision is not a reward that man can merit by natural 
virtue alone. Natural virtue is a helpful predisposition and, for 
those who practice it, the grace of faith will not be wanting, but 
they must not allow pride or cowardice to frustrate it. It is a miracle 
that any man at all should be elevated to an eternal sharing of God’s 
beatific life. We “diehard Feeneyites” (as Father Most sarcastically 
refers to us—and we are proud of our loyalty to the deceased priest 
so unjustly maligned) refuse to cheat those who are outside the 
Church with humanistic theologizing. We want to save souls! We 
are serious about it. Therefore, may God strike us all dead before 
we should ever stop bellowing about the “1 j O 
gospel. We are not going to risk giving scan 
papal utterances in such in way that even one 
get the impression that he need not becon olic t e 
If you want to do that, Father Most, go ahead continue to do so. 
The day will come when we shall see who is judged harshly. And 
I have no doubt that the ‘diehard Feeneyites” will have a more 
on accounting to make than others. “Unto whomsoever much 
is given, of him much is required.” (Luke 12:48) 

Point 9) The Fathers of the Church “knew” that when revela- 
tion appears contradictory, both apparent contradictions must be 
affirmed until a “solution” is found. And the Fathers did do this 
in regard to the dogma in question, i.e. No salvation outside the 
Church. 

Answer: The Fathers absolutely did not speak out of both 
sides of their mouths concerning the doctrine of revelation: No 
salvation outside the Church. Almost every writer I have ever read 
insists that the Fathers believed the doctrine of salvation in the 
absolute literal sense. Liberal writers (like Ives Congar) are critical 
of them for it. The quotes which Father Most presents: as ‘“‘con- 
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tradictions” are out-of context and misapplied. And why didn’t 
he list any of the more Pope Eugene-like quotations? Are they too 
clearly on our side? Why, he would not even give his readers the 
benefit of seeing the full text of Pope Eugene’s ex cathedra defini- 
tion! And this is just one of many similar pronouncements meant 
for the instruction of the universal Church. Was this Pontiff 
sidestepping the guarantee of infallibility (an impossible thing) 
when he rose to the height of his authority to bind the consciences 
of all generations of Christians with these unmisinterpretable 
words: “none of those who are outside the Catholic Church, not 
only pagans, but also Jews and heretics and schismatics, can have 
a share in life eternal . . . no one, even if he pour out his blood 
for the name of Christ (e.g. Cranmer, my addition) can be saved, 
unless he remain within the bosom and unity of the Catholic 
Church’’? 

Point 10) The Fathers “never could clearly manage” their 
own two sets of apparently contradictory statements in regard to 
the possibility of salvation for non-believers. Alleged examples 
provided (e.g. Saint Justin, Hermas, Saint Augustine) ). 

Answer: The Fathers did not have to “manage” their own 
two sets of apparently ‘“‘contradictory” statements, because they 
had no such “two sets.” They had one doctrine on the j issue. What 
kind of a picture was Father attempting to create for your reader s? 
Is the Church Hegelian or Catholic? If a Father had held an er- 
‘roneous view on some dogmatic issue and then corrected it later, 
this would be understandable. But Father Most alleges that Saint 
Augustine, in particular, held two conflicting views about the salva- 
tion dogma at the same time. He did hold erroneous views on he 
issues that were corrected in his Retractationes (Retractions), but 
not on the salvation dogma. 

First, let us look at the text cited from Saint Justin the Mar- 
tyr. We must examine when it was written. At what stage 1 in his 
process of conversion? And to whom was he writing? Was he giv- 
ing witness to the faith as he received it? Or was he mer rely ra- 
tionalizing like the philosopher that he was? Actually, Saint Jus- 
ing was writing to Tryphon, a Jewish philosopher frien nd. All he 
was saying was that the philosophers of old, like Socrate § and 
Heraclitus, were quite capable of living according to the = of 
God as it was written on their hearts. In what some of the Greek 
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thinkers wrote about the Logos there could be implied a super- 
naturally implicit faith in the Logos as Son of God and Savior to 
come. This was a legitimate interpretation by Justin, based upon 
the fact that the Greek politicians considered Socrates an 
‘‘atheist’that is, a rejecter of the gods. In fact, a Jew would have 
been labelled an “atheist” by the Hellenistic pagans, as the Chris- 
tians later were by the Romans. Furthermore, if Saint Justin had 
not been martyred, it is very doubtful that he would have had a 
cultus among the early Christians. What if the controversial Ter- 
tullian (who is also a Father of the Church) had died a martyr 
and subsequently been honored as a saint? Would we be bound 
to all the errors he had espoused? To deduce from this passage 
of Saint Justin’s apologia that he believed one could be saved after 
the Redemption without explicit faith in Christ is a very forced 
interpretation, to say the least** 

What Father Most relates from the writings of Hermas and 
Saint Augustine is simply basic Catholic doctrine. Only he misap- 
plies it. Of course, the holy people in the Old Dispensation, Jew 
as well as Gentile, could be considered members of Christ, and 
anticipatively, of His Church! But without Faith, they could not 
be so considered. Saint Augustine never said that an idolater could 
be saved, no matter how moral his ethics were. 

Point 11) The Fathers held that people who did not belong 
to the old People of God could yet be saved, and were members 
of the Church without realizing it. However, the Fathers “‘never 
found out’? how—or at least, never explained it explicitly. 

Answer: Yes, one could be saved in the Old Testament 
without belonging to the Chosen People of God. But they could 
not be saved without believing in the God of the chosen people. 
I think Saint Augustine explained this as sufficiently as he could. 

Point 12) Father Most implies that Gentiles and pagans are 
synonymous terms. Pagans will be judged by the natural law, which 
is merely moral, not at all doctrinal. In fact, the Spirit of Christ 
(the Holy Ghost), makes known to all men what morality requires. 
This is sufficient to unite them to Christ, that is, to His Church, 


*Saint Thomas Aquinas devoted two articles in his Summa Theologica to demonstrate 
how after the Incarnation explicit faith in Our Lord as Redeemer was necessasry 
for the salvation of all men. (Summa, II-II, Quest. 2, arts. 7 & 8) 
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even if they have never heard of Christ—‘not by external formal 
adherence, of course, but yet really and substantially.” 

Answer: Father Most uses the word “pagan” dishonestly. 
He knows perfectly well that, by Pagan, people today understand 
the implied ism (Paganism), not just the “non-Jews.” The correct 
word is “Gentile”’ The Gentiles were the “others,” the uncircum- 
cised, among whom the Jews were not supposed to mix. God had 
His reasons for this. The appellation does not automatically im- 
ply heathenism or idolatry. The true faith could be found outside 
of Abraham’s race, or later, outside of Israel (Jacob). (Witness: 
Job, Melchisedech, thé Queen of Sheba, Ruth, Naaman the Syrian, 
and many other holy Gentile believers at the time of Christ—the 
Magi, etc.) Father Most seems to adopt Cardinal Danielou’s er- 
ror as expressed in the latter’s inappropriately named book, “Pagan 
Saints of the Old Testament’? Among such ‘“‘pagan saints” 
Danielou even includes the “Israelite” prophet Daniel. 

If “pagans” can be united to Christ in the New Dispensation 
without ever having heard of Him, simply by living up to the moral 
law as conscience dictates it, then, pray tell, what is the “real and 
substantial” difference between a baptized Christian and a “‘good- 
faith’ non-Christian? Can Father Most explain to his readers why 
so many saintly missionaries gave their lives in order to spread 
the gospel and baptize? Was Saint Francis Xavier “harsh” and 
narrow-minded when he told the Japanese that their ancestors could 
not have been saved unless they had the message of Christ’s redemp- 
tion preached to them? To use the saint’s own words: “If they had 
been worthy, God would have sent a missionary.” 

Again, in the texts provided from Saint Paul’s letter to the 
Romans, our antagonist posits the same error, going so far as to 
parenthetically supply the word pagan after the appellative “Gen- 
tile” used by the Apostle. This is an illicit supposition. If Saint 
Paul had used the word which we understand by pagan, i.e. idolater, 
his teaching would contain a blatant contradiction and, consequent- 
ly, his inference would be invalid. And, since this seems to be 
the way Father Most understands the meaning of Gentile, then I 
am forced to conclude that he holds that an idolater can be “do- 
ing by nature the things of the law” and showing “the work of 
the law written on his heart.” This is a blasphemy. Can the “Spirit 
of Christ” working among the Gentiles elevate idolatrous worship 
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as His own divine act in supernatural faith? Or does the act of 


faith not depend on both the truth of its objective matter and Divine 
cooperation? Or does the law written on the hearts of every man 
exclude the First Commandment? If it does, then why does the 
same Apostle excoriate the Roman “pagans” as “inexcusable” for 
not knowing the true God? (Romans 1:20) If they had not cor- 
rupted the knowledge of God by their immoralities, they would 
have looked, at least implicitly, for a Savior to come in recogni- 
tion of their fallen conen, for such ssi and ead sub- 
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the observance of the law of God as He implanted it in the : SO 
of every 1 man) was to become explicit for all the justified ae 
the Redemption in Limbo) when the Soul of Christ descended in- 
to the temporary hell to “preach” to those in prison. (1 Pet. 3:19) 

Point 13) We are implicitly accused of holding that salva- 
tion is more difficult after Christ than before, because before Christ 
one did not have to join the People of God by being circumcised 
and obeying the Mosaic discipline. 

Answer: The world is not “far worse off now than before 
the coming of Christ.” This is a completely erroneous conclusion. 
Grace has become much more abundant after the Redemption. 
With the commission by Christ to go forth and teach all nations, 
(and thanks to those who took this mandate seriously), far more 
souls are being saved after Christ’s coming than before. If we take 
the Pentateuch history seriously, this conclusion is obvious. At 


the time of Noah there was not one just family living, outside of 


his own. Many converted when the e flood is came, but the very fact 
of this universal chastisement proves how evil the wore? pe become 
three | ic it some one thousand years 
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His people to utterly destroy many of these pagan nations. Of 
course, their populations were not so great; in fact, very small 
by today’s standards. 

Even still, though sin abounded, grace was not rationed spar- 
ingly among non-Jews in Old Testament times. For there never 
was a time or place when salvation was beyond man’s reach. But 
certainly, for reasons God alone knows, it was more difficult to 
ee ae before, pea ancl, eee se er ee Fou’ pie Giese 


they must, because “ ‘without faith it is impos yossible to please God!” 
So, I stress this: after the establishment of the ¢ Chure h (the Body 
of Christ on earth), incorporation into that : Body was not more 
difficult, simply because there was now an obligation to join a 
visible Church. The Church’s visibility does not make salvation 
more difficult, but easier. Why? Because, the more zealous children 
of God were now empowered by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit 
to cast fire on the earth, which was not the case in the Old Dispen- 
sation. Rather, it was quite the opposite, for the Jews were com- 
manded to segregate themselves from the Gentiles in order not 
to become contaminated, though they often did not heed this man- 
date. This made faith in the true God and observance of His moral 
precepts more difficult for the Gentiles. 

Point 14) According to Father Most’s commen sie) on our 
commitment to the literal truth of the salvation a 
the oe through what he falsely asst 
as being a “tragedy,” because so many nations and millions 
damned. foe he ae ide es, Peay: Paul will have non 
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sin, for which, in some sense, all men share the actual (though 
not personal) guilt. The good tidings is that we can be saved at 
all. For the glories of heaven that have come to us as a result of 
Christ’s Passion far outweigh whatever glory was destined for us 
had Adam not sinned. We do right to sing O Felix Culpa! in the 
Easter Praeconium. The victory of the Cross and Resurrection is 
not to be measured by the percentage who win the battle, but by 
the grace of the victors themselves, for many are called but few 
are chosen. We ought not to accuse God in our own niggardly 
fashion because seventy percent of the world is unbaptized; rather, 
we should thank God that we have been given the grace of union 
with Christ. This is enough. This is our Eucharistia. If we do 
not appreciate what we have in our Holy Communions that makes 
us infinitely different from those who spurn this ‘‘saving Food” 
or who, in their darkness, labor in ignorance of such a divine thing, 
how shall we be consumed with the zeal required to preach to them? 
Of this Saint Paul indeed has much to say, which Father Most ap- 
parently has overlooked. 


Sincerely, 
In the Immaculate Heart of Mary, 


Brother Michael, M.1I.C.M. 


c/c Father Most 
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Not Pavate 


A Second Reply to Father M 


(This article is addressed to the editor of The Wanderer) 


The following rebuttal was written in response to a second 
article by Father Most, carried again by The Wanderer (March 
12th), concerning my response to his initial attack on Father Feeney 
and his disciples in his February 5th column in the same paper. 


March 18, 1987 
Saint Photina 


Mr. Alphonse J. Matt, Jr., Editor 
The Wanderer 

201 Ohio Street 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55107 


Dear Mr. Matt: 


If Archbishop Fulton Sheen’s thesis in his article, “The Decline 
of Controversy” is as correct as I believe it to be, namely that 
Catholic wisdom has made itself robust on the battlefields of con- 
troversy, then a continuing full-scale debate on the true meaning 
of Extra Ecclesiam Nulla Salus will prove beneficial for the Church 
and for souls. 

- Father William Most claims in the March 12th issue of The 
Wanderer that I attacked him “personally” in my eight-page rebuttal 
to his earlier (February Sth) article. This is not true. The quota- 
tions Father provides from my response are clearly not directed 
ad hominem, but rather at his “theology.” My little jab about the 
comparable demerits of Fathers Most and Curran, as can be seen 
by anyoné who reads that February Sth article, A Question of Salva- 


17 


tion, is simply a return volley intended more as a ricocheting jest. 
However, Father Most’s original parley against ourselves and our 
renowned Founder, wherein he wrote that we were “worse than 
Father Curran,” was quite serious. I am happy to read that he has 
taken back his statement. My reference to his theology as being 
more harmful to those outside the Church that “100 Jimmy Swag- 
garts” is more of a tribute to his priesthood because, as an alter 
Christus, Father Most must agree that anything he says or does 
produces eternal waves far surpassing, in their effect on souls, 
anything emanating from the tongue of the pianist-preacher from 


our antagonists not to use the v “Peeneyite.” If they insist on 
doing so, they should cite any document by which Father Feeney 
or his spiritual children have been deprived of the name Catholic. 
Since no such document ever existed, not only after, but even before 
the so-called “reconciliation” of Father Feeney in 1972, the of- 
fensive appellation should be dropped. And, although I do fear 
that what Father Most holds about salvation for non-Catholics 
smacks of heresy, I never implied that he was not a member of 
the Catholic Church—a judgment I must leave for the bishops and 
the Pope. . 
My Confirmation vow obliges me to defend, first and foremost, 
what Our Lord said in the Scriptures, and then what has been de- 
fined by the Church. As Pope Pius IX teaches in his encyclical, 
Tuas Libenier, promulgated four months after his misinterpreted 
encyclical, Quanto Conficiamur, I am obliged to accept all non- 
iefined papal teaching which is contained in “the common and 
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XXII that the souls of the faithful departed would not enjoy the 
full sight of God until after the general judgment—a teaching from 
which this otherwise excellent Pontiff did not desist (he even im- 
risoned a Friar who opposed him) until the full assembly of the 
College of Cardinals convinced him otherwise. Obviously, I am 
not obliged to follow Father Most’s lead. 
Further, if blind submission to every papal utterance were of 
the Faith, then we need not at all pray for the Pope as Christ did 
for Peter, “that thy faith fail thee not.’ For we would have the 
guarantee that the Pop ot fai y 
misunderstand me. I an ng 


today , imation that the 
Curran-Dulles-Rahné ition is widespread need only stop ten 
Catholics on the street and take his own poll. Is it any surprise 
that Catholics are thinking this way after hearing a Prince of the 
Church like Cardinal Cushing say, ‘““No Salvation Outside the 
Church? Nonsense!” 

Indeed, I am understating the problem. The impression that 
there is salvation outside the Church is not confined to liberals 


"and the majority of simple layfolk who, in docility, believe whatever 


their bishops tell them. Even the renowned intellectual Dietrich 
von Hildebrand irresponsibly states in his book, The Devastated 
Vineyard, that “‘Vatican II decreed that there is salvation outside 
the Church.”’* This is an erroneous conclusion I do not share. 


*We have an error here. Actually, von Hildebrand said this about Vatican I—which 
is even more baffling. Vatican I did not (and could not) define such blatant heresy. 
The renowned lay-theologian must have read the controversial text from Vatican 


nineteenth-century Council 
disbanded. This was the ver 
the only saint af 

in those controversial sessi 
have made so irres i 

just how confused eve 


that, because we did not respond to his attack in the Register four 

years ago, out silence meant that we admitted his misrepresenta- 
tion to be correct? First of all, our antagonist knew perfectly well, 
or ought to have known, that Father Feeney never considered 
membership in the Catholic Church as dependent upon the inclu- 
sion of one’s name in a parish registry. If, by teaching that one 
can become a member of the Church (and hence be in the Church) 
only by being reborn in the Sacrament of Baptism, one thereby 
creates an impression that the ink on the parish registry makes 
one a Catholic, then all the old catechisms (and even some cur- 
rent ones) are guilty of this same deception, and so is Saint Robert 
Bellarmine, S.J., who insisted in his catechism that no one, “not 
even a catechumen,’ can be considered a member of the Church 
until he receives the character of Baptism. 

Father Most would do himself and all concerned a big favor 
by admitting that he reduced Father Leonard’s true positton to an 
absurdity. If I had the space I would detail for Father’s readers 
some personal stories about Father Feeney, like the one about the 
Jew dying from a heart attack on a sidewalk in Manhattan whom 
Father Feeney providentially came across, converted and baptized. 
Though this blessed man’s name was not to be written in Father 
O’Malley’s parish registry, it had been inscribed from all eternity 
in the Book of Life. 

In reading over my original response, I am amazed that Father 
Most should understand from my words that I hold that there is 
a “limbo of adults” in addition to the limbo to which we believe 
unbaptized children go. My intent was to bend over backwards 
to make the doctrine which we defend more palatable to sentimental 
theologians like Father Most. I never said that there is any limbo 
other than the one Catholic theologians have always talked about. 
I merely said that this place of natural happiness but “unfulfilled 
destiny’—hence we are speaking of what’ is more properly part 
of hell—could have inhabitants other than only those unbaptized 
who died beneath the age of reason—namely, those hypothetical 
persons who died outside the Church “through no fault of their 
own” and with no grievous sin on their souls. 

Furthermore, if we are to accept the mistranslation of Pope 
Pius IX’s words that the liberals repeatedly give us, then we are, 
in effect, denying the existence of limbo, because it is a fact that 
God does “‘punish’’ millions who die in original sin “through no 
fault of their own” by sending them to limbo. Father Most evaded 
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What kind of logic is exhibited when Father Most assumes - 


my main point which was that almost all contemporary theologians 


(Father Maurice Eminyan, S.J. and Msgr. Joseph Fenton excepted) 
employ the common mistranslation of Pope Pius IX’s words. Pope 
Pius did not say in Quanto Conficiamur, as Father Most wrote, 
that God will not punish someone who dies in “invincible ig- 
norance”’ of Christ. Rather, the Pope said that God will not have 
one suffer eternal ‘‘torments” who dies in this hypothetical state 
of invincible ignorance. This nineteenth-century Vicar of Christ 
(whose words say nothing about salvation for the invincibly ig- 
norant) knew what he was doing in choosing the Latin word “‘sup- 
pliciis” (torments) rather than “poenis” (punishments). Kinkhead’s 
Baltimore Catechism #3, composed long after Pope Pius IX’s en- 
cyclical, states in unambiguous terms that no unbaptized non- 
Christian can enter heaven, no matter how righteous his morals 
(Question 632). Whatever else they said, the authors of this 
catechism had enough residual faith to know that one does not 
enter heaven because of what one lacks, but because of the grace 
of faith one possesses. 

Other nineteenth-century theologians right here in America, 
years after Pope Pius IX’s encyclical, were teaching exactly as 
Father Feeney would in our time. These include the prolific Father 
Michael Mueller, C.Ss.R., Father Arnold Damen, S.J. (who was 
known as a miracle worker and who had 10,000 converts to his 
name) and the renowned convert, Orestes Brownson (whose resting 
place in Notre Dame’s Brownson Chapel is daily desecrated by 
the likes of Fathers McBrien and Hesburgh). I only mention these 
towers of Catholic orthodoxy because they wrote after Quanto Con- 
ficiamur, yet they understood the Pope’s words in exactly the same 
sense that we do. Anyone who reads their works can see this, 
especially Father Mueller’s Catechism with its abundance of ec- 
clesiastical testimonials. 

Furthermore, if Father Most is going to toss aside the clear 
teaching, in the common consensus of all the Fathers of the Church, 
regarding the fewness of the saved (Saint John Chrysostom believed 
even the majority of priests would be lost*), why does he cling 
to a “probable” interpretation of just one Father, Saint Justin the 
Martyr (whose exaggerated defense of Platonism has made him 
a recurring subject of controversy), in opposition to all the rest? 
If he is not absolutely certain Saint Justin held what he attributes 


*The Greek word episkopos, used by Saint John, although it was also used for priests, 
more likely is to be taken for “‘bishop’’ in this text. 
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to him (namely, that idolaters need not reject idolatry to be sav- 
ed), then why mention the philosopher-martyr in the first place? Or 
does Father Most feel it is wise to build one’s theology (regardless 
of the ex cathedra definitions he avoids publicizing) on a “‘prob- 
able” interpretation of one Father’s words? 

Let me make myself clear here, as I did in my previous let- 
ter: Neither Father Peeney nor any of his disciples knows who 
other than the devil and Judas) is in hell. If Socrates is now in 
neaven, before he died he would have had to renounce the gods 
and ask the one true God to forgive him his sins. Then, after some 
time in purgatory, he would have been sent to the limbo of the 
just, where the holy souls of the Old Testament were awaiting the 
Ascension of Christ. If he had lived after Christ, his act would 
have been all the more easy, since grace does now more abound. 
But he would have had to be baptized. This requirement holds true 
for any non-Christian. 

Father Most says that I reject the letter of the Holy Office 
to Archbishop Cushing, which criticizes Father Feeney’s teaching 
because Pope Pius XII did not include it in his official Acts. He 
dismisses this revealing, yet deliberate, omission by the Pope as 
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inconsequential. Hardly! It makes a tremendous difference whether 
or not a Pope intends that a decision he makes goes ‘‘on the record.” 
And that is what the Acta Apostolicae Sedis is—a record of the 
“official” acts of a particular Pope’s pontificate. For this reason, 
the translators for the American Ecclesiastical Review assumed 


that the Latin ‘in actis suis” of Humani Generis meant the ‘‘one 
journal,” the Acra, and thus they rendered it in English with a 


big point is that, with the failure of the letter to Archbishop Cushing 
to appear in the Acfa, one must admit that the question can be 
raised whether or not Pope Pius even authorized the document. 

Father Most claims that I reject the teaching of Vatican II on 
this question of salvation because I make the necessary distinc- 
tion between solemn definitions and pastoral decrees or constitu- 


tions. The accusation is fallacious. If the documents of Vatican - 


Il were so perfectly phrased, why did Pope Paul VI have to add 
so many explanatory footnotes to the approved text? The documents 
of Vatican IT were intended to be “norms” for pastoral guidance 
“rather than definitions,” as Cardinal Tardini explained in the wake 
of Pope John’s announcement of the Council. Cardinal Heenan 
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capital “‘A” and an underscore for the word—‘in their Acta.’’ The — 


called Vatican IT a “unique” Council, the first general Synod “‘to 
have no specific definitions.” Its “purpose,” said Heenan, was 
“pastoral renewal.” Pope Paul himself stressed the same in say- 
ing that “differing from other Councils, this one was not directly 
dogmatic” (General Audience, 8/6/75). And how can Father Most 
ignore the fact that Vatican II issued more words than all the other 
twenty ecumenical councils put together? Would the Fathers have 
been this unrestrained if they thought they were binding the con- 
sciences of the universal Church for all time to every one of their 
utterances? Again, hardly! 


Finally, no Catholic can accept unqualifiedly such statements 
as the following from the Decree on Ecumenism: “Therefore, 1 


the influence of events or of the times had led to deficiencies in 
conduct, in Church discipline, or even in the formulation of doc- 


of faith), these should be appropriately rectified at the appropriate 
time.” (My emphasis) Is this the kind of statement to which I am 
bound in conscience to submit? Wouldn’t modernists with their 
itchy ears just love to apply this text to “Extra Ecclesiam Nulla 


Salus’? 


Iam, nevertheless, still not asserting that there is any heresy 
in the documents of Vatican II. The footnote to the text in the Con- 
stitution on the Church (the actual amended footnote differs from 
what Father Most presented as coming from the Council) is not 


considered by us to be heretical. Rather, it is ambiguous and can 
me 


itself to heresy. Father ignored this important distinction in 
his assessment of my opinion about Vatican II. I repeat, nowhere 
in my rebuttal to Father Most’s February Sth article did I ever state 
that Vatican II taught heresy. What ought to be asked is why Father 
chose to disregard totally my objection to the inaccurate quote he 
provided from Vatican Il. Why did he let his readers think that, 
in the “footnote” to the Constitution on the Church (#16), Vatican 
Il adopted the full text of the Holy Office letter to Archbishop 
Cushing? I specifically pointed out that the Fathers at Vatican U 
objected to the ambiguity of the expression “implicit desire” (for 
baptism) found in the Holy Office letter of 1949 and purposely 
deleted it. One footnote liberals scrupulously disregard is the one 
appended to the same text (#16) by Father Avery Dulles in the 
Abbot-Gallagher translation. In it, Dulles points out that the Fathers 
at the Council, when speaking of the possibility of salvation for 
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those who are ignorant of the gospel of Christ, insisted that the 
unevangelized “must sincerely follow the lights God gives them.’ 
(My emphasis) Light in the spiritual order is the grace of truth 
leading a soul to the knowledge of the true faith. If anyone 
perseveres in cooperation with grace, he will be saved. But, we 
would add with Saint Thomas Aquinas (II-II, Q. #2, Arts. 7 & 
8), not without an explicit faith in the Savior. 

I would add that anyone whose Faith is uncomplicated would 
have a problem reconciling the ex cathedra definition of the Council 
of Florence with some of the more ambiguous passages in the 
decrees of Vatican II. Iam glad Father Most qualified his accusa- 
tion by saying that “Brother Michael seems to think’’ that Vatican 
II contradicts Florence. Because, if I said it does contradict 
Florence, I would be accusing the Council of heresy. But I do not 
so accuse. I say that the impression given to uncomplicated peo- 
ple (the ecclesia discens) is that Vatican II does contradict past 
definitions about salvation outside the Church, and that this is scan- 
dalous. Impressions are the result of ambiguity. Certitude is the 
result of chaste and precise teaching. With the definition of Florence 
I have certitude, and so should every Catholic who was taught the 
dogma in its traditional sense. 

I find one point upon which I can agree with Father Most: 
. . hot everything in the Fathers constitutes tradition.’ I would 
add, “except when we see unanimous or almost unanimous agree- 
ment among them concerning the transmitted revelation.” Since 
the Fathers unanimously agree that heretics, schismatics, infidels 
and Jews cannot be saved, I will stick with them. I am not con- 
vinced at ail that Saint Justin’s “probable” opinion is that, after 
Christ’s establishment of the visible Church, someone could be 
saved who died in ignorance of the true religion. Nor are Catholics 
free to prefer “probable” opinions in lieu of explicit definitions. 
And Saint Thomas Aquinas certainly did not teach the contrary 
in the Summa, as Father alleges. 

However, I disagree strongly that the Fathers were not draw- 
ing from the sacred deposit when they affirmed that most men 
will be lost. They certainly were drawing from the apostolic tradi- 
tion, as Christ Himself had foundationed it. Can the quotes from 
Our Lord provided by Father Most be any more clearly on my 
side? No they cannot! So what does Father Most do? He inter- 
prets for us what Jesus actually meant. Is Father unaware that his 
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method is exactly that which Pope Pius X condemned in his en- 
cyclical against modernism? When he writes, “what He (Christ) 
really said must be seen in the light of the beliefs of the time,’ 
is Father not bordering on the very heresy condemned by this great 
Pope, the last of Our Lord’s Vicars to be canonized? 

What does Father Most mean in his article by presuming to 
tell us what Christ ‘‘really said’’? Is there something in the gospels 
that Jesus is quoted as saying that He didn’t “‘really” say? If not, 
are we to interpret Jesus’ words, as Father suggests, according to 
the more “enlightened” sense of our century wherein the descrip- 
tion of the path to salvation as ‘‘narrow”’ is rejected as archaically 
naive? If we do so, how can we escape the sting of Saint Pius X’s 
encyclical in which the following proposition is condemned: 
“Christ did not teach a defined body of doctrine applicable to all 
times and to all men’? (#2059 Denzinger) Do I dare interpret the 
words of this priest/columnist literally? Does Father Most mean 
what he wrote when he says that Jesus was reluctant to reveal the 
clear truth about the narrowness of the road to salvation because 
He didn’t want His flock to get overconfident? Father seems to 
be saying that He Who cannot deceive did deceive us, in order 
to keep us from presumption. But wait! Father Most then says that 
Christ did not say only “few” could be saved either, because He 
did not wish His flock to despair. It’s as if Christ told us that, 
when we come to the all-important fork in the road, we should 
take the fork! 

Further, I do not believe the Sacred Congregation of the In- 
dex condemned the work of Abbe Debors-Desdoires for simply 
saying that few would be saved. There must be more to the story 
that has been left out. If the Sacred Congregation condemned this 
priest for writing so, then the Cure d’Ars ought to have been con- 
demned for preaching that the number of the saved would be “as 
few as the number of grapes left after the vineyard-pickers have 
passed.” Or, as he was also wont to say (like the Fatima seers after 
him), ‘I tremble when I see so many souls lost these days. They 
fall into hell as leaves fall from the trees at the approach of winter.” 
The patron saint of parish priests lived a century after this “con- 
demnation” of his countryman. 

The headline above Father Most’s March 12th article urges, 
‘Heed Church Teaching On Salvation, Not Private Judgment.” 
I second the motion with an “Amen!” The important question here 
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is: Who is playing one teaching of the Church against another in 
order to support private judgment? My stand is on the solemn 
magisterial level. I would hope as well to shed my blood in defense 
of the ordinary magisterium, provided the latter is protecting the 
former, and not undermining it. Due to the cloud caused by the 
false ecumenism that pervades the Church today, I am obligated 
to make an interpretative judgment on the lower authority so that 
I may protect the higher. Father Most has chosen to reverse this 


all-important procedure. Both he and The Wanderer should know 
better. 


Brother Michael, M.I.C.M. 


c/c Father Most 
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A Response to Father Dietzen’s 
March 25th Question Corner 


The following letter, in response to Father Dietzen’s Question 
Corner, was published in full by our Worcester diocesan weekly. 
So far, this is more than can be said for The Wanderer, whose 
editor has apparently chosen to ignore our defense. 


Mr. Owen J. Murphy, Jr., Editor 
The Catholic Free Press 


Dear Mr. Murphy: 


Father Dietzen’s reply to the question of whether or not a Jew 
can be saved was replete with knee-jerk evasions, that lack doc- 
trinal sanity, never mind theological substance. Worse that that, 
it was an insult to Jewish intelligence, though the author bent over 
backwards to address the rabbi who rejects Jesus Christ in a silly 
tone of condescending flattery. This widely syndicated ‘‘expert”’ 
wrote that Jews need not believe in Jesus Christ to be saved. What 
greater disservice to souls can be committed than when a priest, 
asked by a rabbi wherein lies the road to salvation, responds by 
pointing to the road traversed by unbelievers? Is a priest ordained 
to teach the truth or isn’t he? Is he a Sei 1ervane turning witl 
the wind, or is he a beacon light guiding wa\ sane to * ete sey 
shore? After reading the answer to 
find salvation?” [ have to say that Father Bieuee S errs in oe 
March 25th issue resembled more what one would have expected 
to hear from the demon whose claw grips the weathervane, 


b 


the beacon of truth that is supposed to beam forth the light of the 
gospel. 

I would gather from what Father Dietzen wrote that, in his 
estimation, the only “grossly illiterate’ Catholics that the Church 
bears are those whose “illiteracy” moves them to study other 
Church documents that predate Vatican II. That kind of illiteracy 
cannot be tolerated by our new apostles of tolerance, of which he 
and Father McBrien are eminent spokesmen. 


If today’s “grossly illiterate’ are truly universal-minded 
Catholics (whose faith is expansive enough to span twenty cen- 
turies, not just twenty years), prefer to be “wrong” with every 
canonized saint on the question of the impossibility of salvation 
outside the Church, than to be “right” with Father Dietzen’s in- 
terpretation of Vatican II, then let God be their judge, not his Ques- 
tion Corner. 


No Catholic can have supernatural faith who believes that a 
Jew or any non-Catholic can be saved without converting. Father 
is wrong in his evaluation of the texts from Vatican II. The Coun- 
cil did not teach that non-Catholics can be saved without converting. 
The Council specifically said that salvation can only be had for 
those outside the Church ‘‘who follow the lights God gives them.” 
(Lumen Gentium, #16) Have modern “theologians,” like Father 
Dietzen, lost all understanding of what spiritual “‘light’’ is? Is he 
ignorant that this “light” can only be truth? How can a Jew be 
said to be following such light, if he is at the same time insisting 
that Jesus is not God? Is grace some indeterminate gaseous emo- 
tion that merely confirms non-Catholics in their errors? It would 
be sheer blasphemy to maintain that grace works this way. 


Father Dietzen concludes his column about the rabbi’s ques- 
tion with a seconding of Vatican II’s call to teach nothing ‘‘out 
of harmony with the gospel.” Yet he totally betrays the gospel with 
his teaching that Jews need not convert to be saved. Jesus said: 
“He that believeth not the Son, shall not see life; but the wrath 
of God abideth on him,’ (John 3:36) Again, the Savior taught: 
“But he that doth not believe, is already judged: because he 
believeth not in the name of the only begotten Son of God.’ (John 
3:18) Though a hundred more quotes could be given, suffice this 
to be the last: “If you do not believe,’ Christ said to the Jews, 
“that Iam he, you shall die in your sin”’ (John 8:24) 
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Of course, Father Dietzen is right when he says that Christ 
shed His blood for all men. But this does not mean that all will 
be saved. This error (apocatastasis), first formulated by Origen, 
was condemned at the fifth ecumenical Council, Constantinople 
[I, in 553. The error, or heresy, was later resurrected by Teilhard 
de Chardin, who would boldly affirm that his mission was to bring 
to the world ‘‘a new God!”’ Father Dietzen confuses what Pope 
Leo IV was saying in 853, implying that this Pope believed that 
all men will automatically be saved though they have no faith in 
Christ. This is an unfair implication of a holy Pope. Father would 
do better to defend the following infallible teaching of the Coun- 
cil of Trent (Chap. 3, Sess. VI), rather than to transform the perfect- 
ly orthodox teaching of Pope Leo IV into some misfit 
misinterpretation: 


But, though He died for all, yet all do not receive the benefit 


of His death, but those only unto whom the merit of His pas- _ ° 


sion is communicated. For as in truth men. . . if they were not 
born again in Christ, they never would be justified (Canon Z 
& 10, ex cathedra anathemas accompanying said decrees): 


No doubt, as the rabbi reasoned, if Hitler did not convert, 
he is in the pit of hell. Deathbed conversions are rare, and such 
a grace is usually not given to those who spurned grace during 
life. The Jewish people, young and old, killed by Hitler, would 
have had to believe in Jesus and be baptized before death in order 
to be saved. There were many heroic priests in prisons with them 
who may have convinced them of this very thing. We do not know. 
We leave such providential work to God. Of course, Father Dietzen, 
thinking the way he does, would not have been of much value to 
the Jews or other non-Catholics in the Nazi death camps. Naturally, 
an unbaptized Jewish or infidel child will not go to the hell of 
fire, but will have to spend his or her eternity outside of the Beatific 
Vision in a paradisal limbo—the place where all unbaptized go 
who have no serious sin on their soul* 

The Catholic Church does indeed, as Vatican II says, look 
with respect on that which is “true” in other religions. This is 
obvious, for all truth comes from the revealing “‘light” of the only 
true God. But Father assumes something the Council doesn’t. He 
says the possession of such partial truth can save a soul, in spite 


*Personal sin that is, for they do have the guilt of original sin from Adam. 
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of the person’s explicit rejection of other more important truths— 
and the Incarnation of the Son of God is about as important a truth. 
as one can utter. The Council does not teach that the grace of faith, | 
a grace without which (the Council of Trent defined) no one at 
all can be saved, can reside in a soul that has not, at least im- 
plicitly, accepted the whole faith. The rejection of one revealed 
truth, this perverse opting for darkness over light—be it through 
“no fault of one’s own” or not—destroys the supernatural virtue 
of faith, which is God’s very thought (Truth) within us. Father 
Dietzen must have professed this doctrine hundreds of times when 
he recited his Sunday Divine Office. For, in the infallible Athana- 
sian Creed, we do proclaim: 


these newly discovered peoples—these missioners (and the Pon- 
tiffs who sent them) believed that no one could be saved who died 
ignorant of the redemption wrought by Jesus Christ and His sav- 
ing baptism. 


Sincerely, 
In the Immaculate Heart of Mary, 


sien erent Be 


Brother Michael, M.1I.C.M. 


Whosoever wishes to be saved, before all things it is 
necessary that he hold the Catholic Faith . . . Which Faith ex- 
cept everyone do keep whole and undefiled, without doubt he 
shall perish eternally. Now the Catholic Faith is this. . . 


Father also wrote in his column that the validity of papal defini- 
tions is dependent upon the Pope’s knowledge of the world. This 
is heresy. With this irresponsible swing of his pen he has under- 
mined the foundation of the Church’s perennial infallibility. Nor 
is he correct in alleging that the Popes who defined the strict salva- 
tion doctrine were unaware of the vast empires of the Far East 
and West. It was common knowledge in thirteenth-, fourteenth- 
and fifteenth-century Europe, that vastly populated unevangelized 
nations existed in distant places. I assume Father Dietzen is unaware 
that in the thirteenth century Pope Innocent IV authorized an | 
episcopal diocese for Peking, China, under the leadership of Arch- 
bishop John of Plano Carpini, O.RM. This century, a time of 
tremendous exploration and discovery, was when the Pope (Inno- 
cent II) first found it necessary to protect the doctrine of “no salva- 
tion outside the Church’ by proclaiming the traditional teaching 
ex cathedra. So, it was actually the incoming knowledge of the 
existence of millions of unevangelized, that prompted Christ’s Vicar 
to protect the doctrine then challenged by rationalists like the priest 
in the Question Corner. 

And, such uncompromising loyalty by these Medieval Popes 
to the truth of the gospel, is the reason why so many courageous 
missionaries spent their lives bringing the faith and baptism to 
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